194.   CIVIL v, CRIMINAL

When a man wilfully breaks his own laws, the disobedience
becomes criminal.   For he commits the breach not against himself
but against someone else, and not only escapes punishment for the
breach for there is none provided against himself by the maker of
laws, but he avoids also the inconvenience caused by their obser-
vance.   What is true of the individual is true of the corporation.
At the present moment one observes this criminal breach by the
Government of its own laws throughout India.   Sections of the
Penal Code and the Criminal Procedure Code are being freely
abused.   And because non-co-operators refrain from questioning
orders issued by officials, bare-faced illegalities are being com-
mitted by them with impunity. We have seen this in Bulandshahr,
in Ghittagong, all over Sind, and nowhere so systematically and so
deliberately as in the Madras Presidency.   Mr. Yakub Hassan has
pointed out with great justification that his arrest and conviction
are contrary to the spirit of the Viceregal pledge.   Indeed it is
against not only the spirit of Lord Reading's  pledge but it is
against the letter even of his predecessor's communique in which it
was declared in solemn tones that so long as non-co-operation re-
mained non-violent there would be no repression.   No one dare
accuse Mr, Yakub Hassan of having incited to violence in his
Tanjore address before an audience of picked representatives.   Nor
was any violence done in the Tanjore district as a result of his speech.
The Magistrate in the case of Mr.   Iyer of the Deshabhaktan ac-
tually admitted that there was not a trace of violence in the writ-
ing that was impeached and that it actually contained exhortations
to non-violence.   Mr. Ramaswami lyenger,   leading pleader of
Coimbatore, has been arrested for a spirited letter to The Hindu
though there was no violence in it.   And so have Dr. Varadarajulu
and  Mr. Gopalkrishnayya been arrested for their speeches and
writings, although it is known that they not only do not incite to
violence but that theirs is actually a restraining influence in the
face of provocation.   Is it any wonder if one infers from this cam-
paign of repression an intention on the part of the Government
to invite violence?   In not one of these cases I have mentioned
has there been any outbreak of violence as a result of the speeches
and writings concerned.   And so we see that the Government is
guilty of criminal breach of its own laws.   And what legal remedy
has the afflicted individual against the Government?    There is